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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This communication is responsive to Amendment filed 03/07/2005. 

2. Claims 1-29 are pending in this application. Claims 1, 11, 15, 19, 23, 25, and 27 are 
independent claims. This Office Action is made non-final. 

Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-29 have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

4. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or 
any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and 
requirements of this title. 

5. Claims 15-18 and 25-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention 
is directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

Claims 15-18 and 25-26 recite a computer program product in computer readable media 
but they fails to limit the computer readable media only as tangible medium. In the specification 
page 20 lines 8-11, the computer readable media is defined as either recordable4ype and 
transmission-type including digital and analog communication links. In order for computer 
readable media claims to be statutory, they must be only tangible computer readable medium. 
Therefore, claims 15-18 and 25-26 are directed to non-statutory subject matter. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 1-7, and 9-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious over Budin et 
al. (U.S. 5,276,703) in view of Eerola (U.S. 6,678,518). 

Regarding claim 1, Budin et al. disclose in Figures 1 and 3 a system for providing 
dynamically shared documents, comprising: a hub (e.g. 12 in Figure 1 or 30 in Figure 3), 
wherein the hub is not connected to any external network (e.g. Figure 1 is a complete enclosed 
network as access point hub in wireless network, the wireless hub unit does not connect to any 
other switch/hub/router to any other network); and a plurality of computing devices in physical 
proximity with the hub (e.g. 14a-14g must be within a defined range to communicate with 
others; the further away from the hub unit, the weaker signal would be and eventually no 
communication is possible due to noise); wherein each of the plurality of computing devices 
communicates with the hub via only a wireless connection (e.g. all the subscriber unit "SU" must 
communicate through hub unit by wireless medium as seen in Figures 1 and 3 with label as 16 
for down-link and 18 for up-link); the hub receives and retransmits requested documents 
between selected computing devices of the plurality of computing devices (e.g. inherently for the 
property of hub unit). Budin et al. do not disclose clearly each of the plurality of computing 
devices translates each requested document into a system independent language prior to 
transmitting the requested documents to the hub; and each of the plurality of computing devices 



Application/Control Number: 09/492,437 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2143 

translates each received documents from the hub. However, Eerola discloses a system for 
translating each requested document into a system independent language prior to transmitting the 
requested documents to the hub; and vice versa (e.g. col. 2 lines 4-34). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention is made to add 
a step of translating each requested document into a system independent language prior to 
transmitting the requested documents to the hub; and vice versa as seen in Eerola' s invention 
into Budin et al.'s invention because it would allow different systems to communicate each 
other. 

Regarding claims 2-3, Budin et al. do not disclose the system independent language is 
either a Java or an extensible markup language. However, Eerola discloses the system 
independent language is either a Java or an extensible markup language (e.g. col. 2 lines 1-10). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention is made to add a unified independent language as either Java or extensible markup 
language as seen in Eerola' s invention into Budin et al.'s invention because it would enable other 
devices within network to easily and compatibly accessing or communicating each other. 

Regarding claim 4, Budin et al. further disclose in Figures 1 and 3 the hub is portable 
(e.g. 12 or 30 as home used hub). 

Regarding claim 5, Budin et al. further disclose in Figures 1 and 3 at least one of the 
plurality of computing devices is a PDA (e.g. SU as PDA). 

Regarding claim 6, Budin et al. further disclose in Figures 1 and 3 at least one of the 
plurality of computing devices is a laptop computer (e.g. SU as laptop). 
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Regarding claim 7, Budin et al. further disclose in Figures 1 and 2 at least one of the 
plurality of computing devices is portable (e.g. laptop is portable). 

Regarding claim 9, Budin et al. further disclose in Figures 1 and 3 transmissions between 
each of the plurality of computing devices and the hub are infrared transmissions (e.g. either 16 
or 18). 

Regarding claim 10, Budin et al. further disclose in Figures 1 and 3 transmissions 
between each of the plurality of computing devices and the hub are radio frequency 
transmissions (e.g. either 16 or 18). 

Regarding claim 1 1, it is a method claim of claim 1. Thus, claim 1 1 is also rejected 
under the same rationale as cited in the rejection of rejected claim 1. 

Regarding claim 12, Budin et al. further disclose in Figures 1 and 3 the strength of the 
wireless communication signal is such that only devices in close proximity with each other may 
receive the signal, thus ensuring that only authorized recipients receive information conveyed via 
the wireless communication signal (e.g. inherently only devices or SU within the predetermined 
radius of hub unit radiates signal would communicate. Other devices outside that predetermined 
range would not able to communicate due to high SNR). 

Regarding claim 13, it is a method claim of claim 2. Thus, claim 13 is also rejected 
under the same rationale as cited in the rejection of rejected claim 2. 

Regarding claim 14, it is a method claim of claim 3. Thus, claim 14 is also rejected 
under the same rationale as cited in the rejection of rejected claim 3. 

Regarding claim 15, it is a program claim of claim 1. Thus, claim 15 is also rejected 
under the same rationale as cited in the rejection of rejected claim 1. 
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Regarding claim 16, it is a program claim of claim 12. Thus, claim 16 is also rejected 
under the same rationale as cited in the rejection of rejected claim 12. 

Regarding claim 17, it is a program claim of claim 2. Thus, claim 17 is also rejected 
under the same rationale as cited in the rejection of rejected claim 2. 

Regarding claim 18, it is a program claim of claim 3. Thus, claim 18 is also rejected 
under the same rationale as cited in the rejection of rejected claim 3. 

Regarding claim 19, it is a system means claim of claim 1. Thus, claim 19 is also 
rejected under the same rationale as cited in the rejection of rejected claim 1. 

Regarding claim 20, it is a system means claim of claim 12. Thus, claim 20 is also 
rejected under the same rationale as cited in the rejection of rejected claim 12. 

Regarding claim 21, it is a system means claim of claim 2. Thus, claim 21 is also 
rejected under the same rationale as cited in the rejection of rejected claim 2. 

Regarding claim 22, it is a system means claim of claim 3. Thus, claim 22 is also 
rejected under the same rationale as cited in the rejection of rejected claim 3. 

Regarding claim 23, Budin et al. disclose in Figures 1 and 3 a method in a data 
processing system for facilitating communications between a plurality of other data processing 
systems, comprising the steps of: receiving a request in a system independent format from a first 
data processing system via only a wireless communication link; broadcasting the request to a 
second data processing system via only the wireless communication link; receiving an answer in 
a system independent format from the second data processing system via only the wireless 
communication link; and broadcasting the answer to the first data processing system via only the 
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wireless communication link (e.g. properties of hub as a replicator wherein the hub re-transmits 
exactly all the received data to all the port or to all wireless devices). 

Regarding claim 24, Budin et al. further disclose in Figures 1 and 3 the wireless 
communication link utilizes infrared frequencies (e.g. 16 or 18). 

Regarding claim 25, it is a program claim of claim 23. Thus, claim 25 is also rejected 
under the same rationale as cited in the rejection of rejected claim 23. 

Regarding claim 26, it is a program claim of claim 24. Thus, claim 26 is also rejected 
under the same rationale as cited in the rejection of rejected claim 24. 

Regarding claim 27, it is a system means claim of claim 23. Thus, claim 27 is also 
rejected under the same rationale as cited in the rejection of rejected claim 23. 

Regarding claim 28, it is a system means claim of claim 24. Thus, claim 28 is also 
rejected under the same rationale as cited in the rejection of rejected claim 24. 

Regarding claim 29, Budin et al. further disclose in Figures 1 and 3 the hub is a wireless 
hub (e.g. 12 or 30), which communicates with computing devices via only wireless 
communication links (e.g. as indicate with links 16 and 18). 

8. Claim 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious over Budin et al. (U.S. 
5,276,703) and Eerola (U.S. 6,678,518) further in view of Koperda (U.S. 5,790,806). 

Budin et al. disclose in Figures 1 and 3 a system for providing dynamically shared 
documents and Eerola discloses a system for translating each requested document into a system 
independent language prior to transmitting the requested documents to the hub; however, Budin 
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and Eerola fail to disclose clearly the transmissions between each of the plurality of computing 
devices and the hub are encrypted. 

Koperda discloses the transmissions between each of the plurality of computing devices 
and the hub are encrypted (col. 4 lines 37-39). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention is made to add a step of adding the encrypted feature in the transmissions 
between devices and the hub as seen in Koperda' s invention into Budin et al.'s and Eerola 
invention because it would provides an effective way to achieve data security when different 
systems to communicate each other. 



Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Phuoc H. Nguyen whose telephone number is 571-272-3919. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David Wiley can be reached on 571-272-3923. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Phuoc H Nguyen 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2143 
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